The most widely recognised benefit is the direct injection of earned income into the Indigenous domain, either by employment of Indigenous people in the mining operation or support for Indigenous businesses created to service the project (Cousins and Nieuwenhuysen 1984) . A problem affecting both these economic inflows is their long-term sustainability, especially in the local area. Once the mining operation ceases, Aboriginal employees with skills and experience may be faced with a choice of returning to an environment of unemployment or underemployment, or moving to areas with an active job market. Similarly, businesses may have to fold or seek custom elsewhere.
A more indirect way in which mining companies have sought to transfer benefits to Indigenous communities is through the funding of local organisations which apply the received resources to various programs of their own design. In some cases these organisations' revenues will come in part from their role as business operators and thus face the same risk of mine closure. More importantly, however, mining agreements can direct substantial revenue flows, in the form of entitlements to an agreed percentage of mine income, to local organisations, allowing or even requiring them to accumulate capital funds over which they exercise long-term trusteeship. This is an important but under-utilised way in which mining companies can contribute to the preconditions for long-term remote-area Indigenous development that is not ancillary to the mining operation itself.
Aboriginal organisations funded from mining revenue sit at the intersection of two policy discourses in Australia. The first is that adverted to already: that carried on within and around the mining industry itself about benefit packages for communities affected by mining operations. While also part of an ongoing national and international debate over social justice towards Indigenous people, this concern is internally motivated by increasing corporate recognition of the business case for preserving a social license to operate in remote areas where the population is often predominantly Indigenous. The second is the ongoing discourse around national policy in the area of Indigenous affairs. Within the paradigm of self-determination that had currency at the Federal level from the 1970s to the 1990s, Aboriginal organisations were strategically central. During those years also, the issue of the social license to operate came to the attention of some mining companies operating in Australia, so that the emerging industry attitude began to align with the national policy attitude. State government recalcitrance, especially in Queensland and Western Australia, and industry reaction, especially from the peak Australian Mining Industry Council (now Minerals Council of Australia), meant that this was never a uniform trend on either side. Moreover, the most recent phase of Federal Aboriginal policy-making 1 has substantially abandoned the self-determination paradigm. Nevertheless the recognition of a form of native title in Australian law and a growing trend towards agreement-making have developed to sustain and expand the niches occupied by local Indigenous organisations, and the industry's preparedness to acknowledge their standing.
The purpose of this chapter is to consider Aboriginal organisations in their intended role as agents of development. It aims to identify a set of structural conditions under which they operate and which bear upon their capacity to implement development. My focus here thus falls within the paradigm of 'capacity building' that has attracted recent attention (Commonwealth of Australia 2004: 111-65) . It is distinct from the common emphasis upon operational deficits in matters such as skills, knowledge and leadership suffered by many Indigenous organisations, but it does relate, especially in one of the later sections, to questions of governance. While the primary concern, consistent with the theme of this volume, is those organisations funded by mining revenue, they make up a small sub-set of Aboriginal organisations in Australia, and share the same general policy origins as the others. Thus, much of the following discussion has a wider focus. However, while the structural conditions that I identify are not unique to mining-funded organisations, I argue that several factors, including recent changes in the Indigenous affairs policy environment, cause these conditions to impinge upon such organisations in particular ways. Depending on what share of their total resources are accounted for by mining, this has implications for their capacity to define a developmental path on behalf of their constituents.
After looking in the next section at the emergence of Aboriginal organisations in policy history, I discuss four structural conditions affecting their capacity to effect developmental change on behalf of an Aboriginal constituency. Central to this analysis is Charles Rowley's conceptualisation of Aboriginal organisations as a carapace. As such, they are simultaneously a transactional boundary and a point of articulation between external agencies and an Aboriginal domain. The structural conditions that I identify bear principally on these qualities. The first is the level of political authority at which the organisation articulates with its resource providers in the wider society, usually a state agency, sometimes a mining company. The second is the manner in which resources are transferred across that point of articulation into the jurisdiction of the Aboriginal organisation. The third is the availability of alternative sources of servicing and supply, independent of the organisation, to which its members or clientele may have resort. The fourth is the endogenous relationship between the organisation and the Aboriginal domain that it exists to service and/or represent. I then consider the particular position of organisations receiving funding from mining agreements with respect to these structural conditions. In the penultimate section, I discuss a central developmental function incumbent upon organisations located at this resourcing interface.
The Aboriginal organisation in policy: carapace and domain
The idea of corporatising the Aboriginal interest emerged from the progressive political thinking of the 1960s. Those corporate entities became a critical instrument through which the new policy paradigm of self-determination was to operate. Rowley, and like thinkers such as and Coombs (Rowse 2000a), argued for respecting the integrative values of the Aboriginal social group, and allowing room for Aboriginal group choice in implementing social change. They saw the Aboriginal domain as a basis for new forms of planning and action, as 'an opportunity for some real political science, ... for some real government' (Rowley 1966: 236) . Rowley and Coombs wanted to admit the Aboriginal group as an agent of development, given an expanded conception of what development might mean. So the design of suitable forms of Aboriginal organisation and the fostering of an Indigenous leadership were strategically central to these policy reformers (Rowse 2000a: 31-3 ).
This was a decisive step in the field of Aboriginal development. Prior to this, Aborigines figured as welfare recipients or units of labour. Even where congregated as 'communities' on reserves, settlements and missions, Aborigines participated in the developmental programs of the assimilation era mainly as workers in internal servicing and primary production jobs, making sure that the structures of dependency were at least functional. The creation in the 1970s of Aboriginal councils and servicing agencies, and their recognition as an entry point for government moneys payable to those settlements, were intended to promote the conditions for self-determined development, that is, the endogenous determination of the future of those places as Aboriginal.
Self-determination thinking was open to the spread of such arrangements throughout Aboriginal Australia for almost any purpose relevant to local needs (Anderson 2004: 260; Commonwealth of Australia 2004: 111-12; Rowley 1972: 439-41) . They were adopted even where Aborigines lived among whites, and the physical separateness characteristic of remote communities was absent. The adoption of the legally incorporated form across all areas of Aboriginal interest proceeded apace, so that from the mid-1970s many thousands of associations, services, centres, councils and corporations were registered under either the Commonwealth's Aboriginal Councils and Associations Act 1976, 2 or corresponding State and Territory legislation. Rowse has written about this explosion of Aboriginal organisations across Australia as a central manifestation of the shift from assimilation to self-determination (Rowse 2000b (Rowse : 1515 2005: 214-19) .
That policy step has consequently had major ramifications in the structuring of resource flows and political activity in all Aboriginal domains. The 'community', given legal personality by organisation into corporate forms, was deemed to be the initiator of development. From the perspective of the state, Aboriginal organisations were each a carapace beneath which the business of development could be allowed to proceed. These Indigenous legal entities thus carried the weight of the state's expectations that it could fund self-determining Aborigines to deliver development (see Batty 2005).
The two terms, domain and carapace, require comment. In his discussion of the concept of the Aboriginal domain, Rowse (1992: 19-21) substantiates it primarily in terms of content: Aboriginal people, using Aboriginal languages, organising themselves according to Aboriginal values for the pursuit of Aboriginal priorities. He also adverts to a criterion of size, but does not insist upon it, noting that some writers have applied the term to Aboriginal fields much smaller than, for example, the west Arnhem regional domain described by von Sturmer. Indeed Rowse distinguishes domain from 'enclave', a term he prefers to apply to such larger regions. The large-scale mining projects considered in this volume occur in regions where many Aboriginal people live in discrete settlements that would satisfy such a macro conception of the Aboriginal domain. Others, however, live in towns among white neighbours. Like Rowse, therefore, I do not wish to impose any requirement of size. Any arena in which affairs are consistently conducted in an Aboriginal idiom and informed by Aboriginal meanings, such that Aboriginal people expect such a mode of behaviour to occur there, is an instance of the Aboriginal domain.
In the last two decades, the concept of domain has been overtaken by new modes of conceptualising relations between the Indigenous and non-Indigenous in Australia (Hinkson and Smith 2005) . I retain the concept here because it was central to the model of incorporation by which Rowley and his colleagues thought self-determination could be activated. Domain and carapace were the two structural halves of that model. In this chapter, inquiring into the activation of that model in the context of development, I want to ask how those constituent concepts fare in the face of what I argue to be the structural preconditions of such a role. In other words, we can judge the adaptability and durability of Rowley's conception by seeing how well it has meshed with those preconditions. Indeed, in such an analytical context, the concept of domain remains, in my view, a necessary tool for considering relations of articulation between collectivities. Moreover, the ethnographically minimal conception of domain being proposed here implies none of the hermetic or endogenously self-reproducing characteristics that have been the main cause for criticism of the concept. Rowley (1972: 423, 429) conceived of the Aboriginal organisation as a carapace in the sense of a protective cover for the localised Aboriginal domain. My use here of the concept of carapace does not depend on the relationship between organisation and domain taking any particular ethnographic form, but rather arises from the positioning (and self-positioning) of organisations within policy. Later discussion will refigure the carapace as often more partial and fragmented than allowed by the initial vision of policy planners and intellectuals.
Viewed from the outside, it is clear that limitations upon the capacity of Aboriginal organisations to facilitate the self-determined development expected of them are implicit in the niche that has been created for them in public Aboriginal affairs. Historically, colonialism forged relations of articulation that now make Aboriginal society everywhere a part-society. To borrow a metaphor once prominent in anthropological theory, responsibility for the social reproduction of Aboriginal society is therefore nowhere located entirely within an Aboriginal social universe. It always draws to some extent on external sources of supply that are under non-Aboriginal control. This is so even in those remote areas where Indigenous domains are more socially self-contained. As discussed above, Aboriginal organisations are themselves an artefact of a particular moment in the policy management of those relations of articulation. They occupy niches created when the state decided that the points of articulation between Australian society and the various manifestations of Aboriginal part-societies that it encapsulates, should be made more permeable to Aboriginal participation and receptive to Aboriginal concerns. There they proliferated to a collective position of prominence.
As carapace, the Aboriginal organisation is an institution that creates a formal transactional boundary for certain purposes between its membership or clientele and the outside world. It is at the same time a conduit for external resources flowing into the Aboriginal domain. In the discussion that follows I want to look at that articulatory role and what it implies for Aboriginal development. The institutional boundary just referred to was seen to be essential if the development enabled by incoming resources was to be self-determined. The policy function of the organisational carapace as a point of articulation between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal domains is thus central for realising self-determined development. There are at least two other structural conditions, however, that affect its potency in that respect. The first is the political level at which the point of articulation is established, and the second is the mode of transfer of resources from the non-Aboriginal domain.
Condition 1: Political level of articulation
The design of the carapace-the geographical area, functions, Aboriginal population and other organisations that it will encompass-has in past years been a major site of public debate over Aboriginal political futures. It seems that Rowley's (1972: 412-13, 424) initial conception presumed an organic correspondence between the organisation and the local Aboriginal group, and the Council for Aboriginal Affairs in the early 1970s similarly thought in terms of 'a politics of localised empowerments' (Rowse 2000a: 107-8) . In time, political evolution and the legislative recognition of new rights at State, Territory and national levels produced correspondingly higher levels of Aboriginal organisation that typically discharged servicing and distributional responsibilities internally and lobbying and representative functions externally. Land councils and the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Commission (ATSIC) have been the most familiar of these.
A domain of Indigenous control in the management of some resources intended for certain functions, is created beneath each such carapace. To that extent, the relationship between domain and organisation is reciprocal, such that the disposition of resources through the organisation tends to re-figure Aboriginal political relationships in reference to it (Martin and Finlayson 1996: 6-7; Sutton 1998: 69) . Where the carapace exists at a high level of political aggregation, regional or larger, and other more localised organisations relate to that higher level as clients or constituents, that initial point of articulation with non-Aboriginal funding providers overlooks a geographically broad and internally differentiated Aboriginal domain of decision-making and service provision. Smith (2002: 25-7 ) has proposed a model of jurisdictional devolution that she calls 'regionally-dispersed layered community governance', whereby major communities are conceived as bases of Indigenous authority and responsibility. They would then act 'as the starting point for aggregation at the sub-community and regional levels', servicing smaller satellite settlements, and being themselves aggregated for particular functions that are more effectively discharged at higher political levels. It seems clear, however, that any institutional arrangement established at a supra-community level would require its own funding entitlements from the state for stability and effectiveness, lest it fall away with each successive community secession. Thus the structural depth and geographical breadth of the Aboriginal domain depends in part on the vertical positioning of that linkage with the non-Aboriginal world that is made at the point of entry of external financial transfers.
Condition 2: Mode of resource transfer
The other important set of mechanisms affecting the jurisdictional power of the Aboriginal carapace relate to the manner of payment and extent of oversight of funds paid into the organisations concerned. In part this is the familiar issue of accountability. The application of external public funds to internal Indigenous programs places Aboriginal organisations in a mediating role between external accountability requirements and internal cultural conventions and proprieties over matters of access, distribution and control (Commonwealth of Australia 2004: 128-34; Macdonald 2004: 62-4; Martin and Finlayson 1996: 1-8) . Much comment has recognised the difficulties that office-bearers and staff face in attempting to effect positive change in the face of multiple expectations that are both incompatible amongst themselves and unsympathetic to the overall operating environment (Austin-Broos 2003: 128; Sullivan 1996: 95-7; Thorburn 2006) . The associated stresses may perpetuate the managerial dominance of relative outsiders who have nothing to lose but the job itself.
The complexity of both applying and accounting for external funds, and the weight this places on small organisations with limited skills, has been another difficulty. Such demands often leave no time for strategic planning, much less for the 'vision thing '. Pearson (1999: 33) criticises the 'hydra' character of government articulation with Cape York communities, of multiple parties and programs, and demands a more coordinated and holistic regional approach to resource use in which government plays a junior role (and see Gerritsen 1982: 18-19; Macdonald 2004: 44-5; Smith 2002: 6, but cf. Gray and Sanders 2006: 22-3, 25; Sanders 1993) . A recent phase of policy innovation in Aboriginal affairs has emphasised coordination of agencies' programs across all functional areas through the Office of Indigenous Policy Coordination and a number of Indigenous Coordination Centres at the national and regional levels respectively (Office of Indigenous Policy Coordination 2004). The ideas behind these new structures are not entirely new (Gray and Sanders 2006: 19-21) . Under the previous Labor Government for example, Daffen proposed that the Department of Administrative Services should take on just such a coordination role at national and community levels (Daffen 1995: 21-5, 39-51) .
The complementary question is that of what scope Aboriginal organisations will be allowed to determine use of those moneys. The mode of transferring funds counts for much. I will distinguish here between block grants and pooled funding. By the former I mean a grant from a single funding source concerned with a particular functional area, such as health or education, in which the budget consists of one instead of many line items. The Aboriginal organisation is simply presented with, say, $5 million for housing, rather than $5 million divided into smaller amounts for particular structures, landscaping, fittings etc. The funds take the form of a single undifferentiated grant for unified Indigenous management and disbursement on housing needs. In that way, external transfers can, beneath that carapace, be converted into internal operational autonomy.
In its expansion across the country from the 1970s to the 1990s (Sanders 2005: 205-7), the Community Development Employment Projects (CDEP) scheme pioneered a new pattern of block grants in which the funds consolidated are not existing organisational grants, but individual welfare entitlements. By pooling unemployment benefits supplemented with amounts for capital and administration, these schemes place substantial resources at the disposal of Aboriginal management boards that function, generally, at about the suburban or municipal levels, and are able to mobilise the labour of between dozens and hundreds of local participants. At the time of writing, CDEP has passed through a phase of retraction under the policies of the Howard Government. Profitable settlement enterprises, especially general stores and alcohol canteens, offer, more indirectly and mostly at a smaller scale, the same potential. They can convert the transfers of government welfare payments to individual local Aborigines into a substantial retailing profit, some of which can similarly be made available for collective purposes such as airstrips or grants for education or ceremony ( This pool of funds, which is no longer constrained by the specific rules of the programs of origin, can then be used by the community for service substitution and to address the health priorities that the community itself considers to be the most pressing.
The advantage of the trials is that there is much more intensive community involvement, both through consultation prior to the commencement of the trial and in the decision making on health services delivery during the course of the trial (Commonwealth of Australia 2000a: 30).
Conditions 1 and 2: Articulation, aggregation and autonomy
This mechanism has appeared particularly apt in company with the kind of vertical political development discussed previously. Prior to the abolition of the Federal-level ATSIC, a good deal of reformist thinking was focused on redesigning the political structures of Aboriginal affairs towards institutionalising Aboriginal authority at higher levels, and consolidating the revenues passing through those carapaces into Aboriginal domains at once larger and more functionally versatile. Reeves (1998), in his model for a new Aboriginal land rights regime, proposed a Northern Territory Aboriginal Council that would receive all royalties 3 payable from resource developments on Aboriginal lands, to be disbursed through a competitive granting system to regional land councils, and then used to meet local needs for social or economic development.
Centralising the royalty stream would have required a proportion of it to be re-appropriated from existing local royalty associations. These bodies, and their individual members who in some cases receive cash distributions, would have no further direct entitlement (Reeves 1998: 361-3, 609 Evident in some of these proposals, however, is a move beyond block and pooled funding to something in the nature of general revenue, in which there is a consolidation of funds from all sources, whether different agencies or levels of government, into a single sum, and no prescription even as to the 'portfolio' area to which the moneys are to be applied. As the terms used here imply, the degree of internal autonomy that this facilitates approaches the prerogatives of government. Pearson (1999 Pearson ( , 2000a ), operating at the regional level of Cape York, has argued explicitly that the political relationship between the Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal domains should be negotiated across an interface, in my terms a point of articulation, instituted at regional level, and across which resources should pass from the state with minimal regulation. As part of his campaign to convert 'negative' into 'positive' welfare, these resources should include those moneys currently being provided directly to individual Aborigines as pensions and benefits, thereby replicating the CDEP mechanism at a geographically and financially more inclusive level (Pearson 2000a: 88) .
A further possibility arises from the work of Pretes (2005), who reviewed national and provincial-level trust arrangements in other parts of the world. These convert windfall or limited-term resource development payments into a permanent income-producing trust fund by means of investment in metropolitan capital markets. He reports that the tiny Pacific island country of Tuvalu entered an arrangement with aid donors for the advance payment of aid moneys into a trust, the income of which has largely removed the need for aid (Pretes 2005: 230-42) . East Timor's Petroleum Fund is another example. Such arrangements have not been widely explored at the local or regional Aboriginal level, but they signal the possibility of a further step, from the device of converting external subsidy into internal operational autonomy, to transforming it into dedicated capital (eg. Altman 1985a: 143-5 and passim).
By progressively reducing the degree of prescription that accompanies external funding as it enters the Aboriginal domain, such institutional devices turn the organisational structure into a more absolute transactional boundary, and a more effective carapace. However, it is only necessary to recount these proposals of several years ago to be struck by how sharply they run against the more recent trend of policy. While that trend is now indeed towards program coordination and pooling of funds, developmental goals are to be negotiated between Indigenous interests and government, and progress towards those goals subject to official monitoring (Office of Indigenous Policy Coordination 2004). Innovations such as the health funding trials were among the last to explicitly endorse what was in effect a self-determination ethos at the level of local application.
Following the abolition of ATSIC, renewed effort was directed at the coordination of administration and funding both between agencies and across levels of government in all areas of Indigenous servicing, as mentioned above. This 'whole of government' approach was combined, however, with a new assertiveness by Federal policy-makers insisting on the achievement of negotiated outcomes aimed at the improvement of conventional social indicators. This new attitude was proclaimed primarily by the highly publicised instrument of Shared Responsibility Agreements, although they are supposed to cover discretionary funding only (Commonwealth of Australia 2005: 100-3; McCausland 2005a), and so far account for a tiny proportion of spending on Indigenous affairs (Gray and Sanders 2006: 13-14) . 4 Most recently, the Federal intervention in Northern
Territory Aboriginal communities has dramatised government insistence on integration and public oversight as the path to acceptable outcomes in the policy arena of remote area Indigenous development. These initiatives were undertaken without reference to the major Northern Territory land councils. In other words, Aboriginal organisations are to become less of a transactional boundary, not more. The carapace is being removed.
Condition 3: Alternative sources of supply
Having considered up to this point structural conditions affecting the Aboriginal organisation in its relations with the external world of non-Aboriginal resource providers, I turn now to look at its relations with the Aboriginal domain that it services and represents. In this section I briefly discuss a third condition affecting the capacity of organisations to bring about self-determined development. This relates again to the extent to which an organisation is able to satisfy Rowley's image of the carapace, a protective layer that intercedes between the Aboriginal domain and the outside world, manages incoming traffic from non-Aboriginal agencies, and creates interior space for the formulation of Aboriginal priorities and responses. The limiting factor here is the availability of alternative service providers, and the scope that individuals and families from within the Aboriginal domain have, or seek, to conduct their affairs through alternative connections. 
Condition 4: Organisations and 'community'
To this point, the ability of Aboriginal organisations to foster an Indigenous model of development has been discussed in terms of an interaction between their functions as a point of articulation and as carapace, that is, their capacity to operate as a transactional boundary within the policy and program structures of Aboriginal affairs. Other considerations emerge from looking beneath the carapace at the question of the internal coherence and integrity of the Aboriginal domains that they represent (Mantziaris and Martin 2000: 281-6). It directs our attention to endogenous constraints on developmental possibilities. As higher levels of organisation will inevitably comprehend more diverse constituencies, sometimes mutually hostile ones (Tonkinson 1984-5: 381) , this question is sensibly pursued at the local scale.
Rowley appears to have regarded the relationship between community and organisation as unproblematic, perhaps organic. Sullivan, as evidenced by the title of his discussion paper 'A sacred land, a sovereign people, an Aboriginal corporation ' (1997) , similarly takes as fundamental the need for land-controlling organisations to faithfully embody a social community. The histories of many of the remote settlements for which formal incorporation was first conceived, as artificial clusters of traditionally separate and widespread groups, might have caused some prima facie reservations about the representative capacity of any single administration. Still, settlement councils and the like sprang from the realities of residence, and so could claim at least a secular municipal realism, if not a cultural authority (see Sullivan 1996: 10-12; Smith 2002: 23-4). The same can be said for some legal, health and other services that have been organised from the ground up in response to a localised Indigenous need. Holcombe (2004b) has gone further to describe how co-residence at a remote settlement can indeed provide a basis for the development of real communality among people of diverse traditional attachments.
In other cases, organisations have been created less as the incorporated form of a discrete pre-existing Indigenous domain and more as a contrivance around some connection between Indigenous space and an external contingency that happens to have policy relevance. Northern Territory royalty associations, for example, are constituted by s.35 of the ALRA around the accidental geography of a mineral deposit (Altman 1983: 126-30; Levitus 1991) . Similarly accidental are the boundaries of land left available for transfer in various jurisdictions, but which make up an immutable frame within which Aborigines, whose attachments may extend into the land from different directions, must organise themselves as claimants, and then as owners and managers.
Policy initiatives, such as the devolved New South Wales local land councils, can be introduced into places in which colonial history has already embedded a potential for conflict between Indigenous groups. In many parts of Australia, both settled and remote (Macdonald 1997; Martin 1997; Pearson 2000a: 65) , the localised distinctions between 'traditional' and 'historical' peoples structure internal Aboriginal conflicts that bear upon organisations and the disposition of their resources. Similarly, a different cultural consciousness and lack of mutual sympathy may divide town-dwelling 'half-castes' from reserve-dwelling 'blackfellas' (Sullivan 1996: 86-90). These common conditions of the political genesis of organisations condition also the ongoing character of political business conducted around and within them. Disputes among native title or land rights claimants, family politicking for capture of the resources of local organisations, disquiet over the introduced artificiality of 'communities' and the legitimacy of those deemed to be politically representative, all go to subvert any preconceptions of communitas beneath the carapace (Brennan 1998: 34-5 Thus more than half of Aboriginal adults resident in Yuendumu have to depend on the generosity of their relatives and friends for money to buy food, clothing and other necessities. While the sharing of these resources is an integral part of the social system, vital to the maintenance of status and consolidation of alliances and relationships, the amount available for redistribution, as indicated by the low per capita income, is clearly less than required (Young 1981: 109) .
Young thus interprets the management of this money shortage in the positive terms of cultural consolidation. It appears, however, to indicate major shifts in the politics of sharing. Subsistence resources were no longer sufficient for family needs, and access to them was rationed by controllers of vehicles, so the broad distribution of production rights and the balance of exchange linkages associated with that domain of bush provisioning were on the whole less significant for Yuendumu people. Cash income was now needed, but its distribution was substantially unbalanced. More than half the adult population was thus critically under-resourced for participation in the politics of reciprocity and patronage. Young's remarks suggest an intensive and unilateral deployment of kinship as a currency of supplication, which means that some people with money income were engaged in the constant tactical fielding of demands. We do not know to what extent this was burdensome or empowering (Austin-Broos 2003: 125-26; Peterson 1997: 190 Von Sturmer's perspective makes us look at that policy intervention differently. By investing Aborigines with a political capacity and relating that capacity to new and old sources of power, he asks us to analyse the impact of the Aboriginal organisation in terms of structural innovation and the internal redistributions that flow from it. In other words, von Sturmer's approach points to a complementarity between the two policy functions of the Aboriginal organisation. As a point of articulation it channels material resources, and as a carapace it offers a set of political niches that are funded by, and positioned to take advantage of, that resource flow.
In addressing the relationship between Aboriginal organisations and domains, we therefore need to think in terms of a realpolitik of articulation. The picture is one of web-lines of major and minor fractures in the Aboriginal polity fanning out from every point at which resources feed in from the non-Aboriginal world. It requires us to place inverted commas around the word community, and offers a framework for understanding the excess of small-scale incorporations experienced in some areas ( The implication here is that the policy conception of Aboriginal organisations as protagonists on behalf of an agreed community conception of welfare and progress must take cognisance of the standing of those organisations in relation to Aboriginal domains that are themselves political fields. These fields may include, it should be said, some political actors who genuinely seek to advance just such a common conception of welfare and progress. Thus, we need to remain open as well to the possibility that constructive organisational leadership can actually overcome family factionalism, as Pearson (2000a: 69-70) claims has occurred in the town of Coen, but that too must be a matter for analysis, and not accepted prima facie as a connotation of the term 'community'.
Aboriginal organisations and mining
In a limited number of cases, a large proportion of the resources flowing to Aboriginal organisations come from agreements negotiated with resource developers. In such cases, that financial point of origin has implications for the way in which the four structural factors identified here bear upon those organisations.
The political level at which mining revenues enter the Aboriginal domain will depend on the legislative and institutional framework for managing them. In the Northern Territory, the formula given by the ALRA for distributing mining royalty equivalents from Aboriginal land for long directed the largest share (now somewhat reduced) to the Aboriginal land councils (Altman and Levitus 1999: 7-8). The two largest of these operate as high-level political and administrative organisations. In the 1980s Altman and Dillon (1988: 126) observed that land councils represent the most advanced and comprehensive expression of Aboriginal self-government in the NT (and for that matter anywhere in Australia). Land councils' activities are increasingly para-governmental in nature.
That such a level of Indigenous political authority is funded from resource development is, of course, a peculiarity of the land rights legislation created for the Territory in the 1970s. Such an arrangement has not been replicated in other jurisdictions, and in its absence, the mining industry has found no reason of its own to fund Aboriginal interests at that level for anything beyond discrete projects of mutual concern. While mining companies may be international entities, their operating units are always local, and the business case for protecting their social license to operate by fostering Aboriginal development will be focused on Aboriginal groups in the areas affected by mining. Indeed, this local imperative is written into the Northern Territory legislation itself, under which traditional owners have veto rights over proposed exploration. Thus, the uranium company Energy Resources of Australia is legally required to deal with the Northern Land Council, but it has nurtured a relationship with the local Gundjehmi Aboriginal Corporation, the members of which are primary traditional owners of the Ranger and Jabiluka uranium deposits.
Even in the absence of a veto, hostile Aboriginal political action is bad both for its impact on public opinion towards the industry, and as a direct cost in the form of an impediment to land access or project continuity (Harvey 2002b: 4; Hawke and Gallagher 1989; Trebeck 2007a ). For such reasons, mining companies will generally seek to concentrate resources flowing to Aboriginal interests at a local level. Consequently, and especially in a policy environment that has in recent years abandoned concern with high-level Aboriginal political development, the point of articulation across which resources flow from mine operators into Aboriginal domains will tend to be occupied by organisations constituted within limits that are proximate to the extraction project itself.
While that local focus is by definition a confining factor, the mode of transfer of resources into that domain can be relatively free. Altman and Dillon (1988: 134) comment that mining moneys in the Northern Territory 'from the Aboriginal perspective . . . are the single most significant source of finance that is untied and that can be used for development purposes'. Local associations established to represent people in the areas affected by mines on Aboriginal land are entitled to at least 30 per cent of the royalty equivalents payable from those mines. While such funding transfers under mining agreements are now less likely to allow for unrestrained and immediate consumption expenditure (Altman and Smith 1994; ISS/ACIL 2001: 37) , to the extent that they are not accompanied by any specific spending prescription they preserve a potential for self-determined development. Such arrangements respect the status of the recipient organisations as a transactional boundary, and thus contrast with the ideological shift in the general Indigenous affairs policy environment represented by Shared Responsibility Agreements. Indeed, Rio Tinto's senior Community and Aboriginal Relations officer was admonished by a public service bureaucrat that the relatively untied money provided by miners made the task of promoting Shared Responsibility Agreements more difficult for government (B. Harvey pers.
comm.). Where government funding is increasingly tied to agreed outcomes, mining agreements may thus offer a preferred and relatively independent operating environment for Aboriginal organisations.
With respect to the third structural condition discussed above, that is the availability of alternative providers with which an Aboriginal organisation's constituency may prefer to conduct their affairs, the significance of mining revenues seems ambivalent. Those revenues, often being of the scale of a windfall for local Aborigines and relatively untied, can appear to present the promise of a coherent endogenous strategy of social development being designed and applied within a local Aboriginal domain beneath the protective coverage of a complete organisational carapace, much after the vision of the Nodom and Pindan companies mentioned earlier. Indeed the practice of substitution (whereby government agencies direct discretionary funding to communities without access to mining-related benefits and thereby force those groups funded by mining to use their income as a substitute for government servicing) can push onto such organisations a wider responsibility for local servicing than they may wish to have. But at the same time, major resource development projects in remote areas improve transport and communications and occasion the implanting of enclaves of western civil society alongside. In western Cape York, north-east and western Arnhem Land, the Pilbara and elsewhere, towns exist because of mining. The servicing agencies that populate these places can offer such a multiplicity of contacts to local Aborigines that their combined impact is not only confusing but anti-developmental, and their rationalisation has lately become a major priority in Indigenous policy (Edmunds 1989: 79-81; Gray and Sanders 2006) . Finally, the relationship between organisation and domain can be a particularly vexed feature of the structural context. I referred earlier to Northern Territory royalty associations as an example of organisations built upon an external contingency, their memberships determined by some process and politics of recognition of Aboriginal spatial relationships with the mine site. Any sizeable Aboriginal corporate entity will include categorical distinctions within its membership that can provide the raw material for political fission. Organisations that exist to receive benefits from a mine, however, would appear, by the absence of any 'natural' constituency and therefore of any original legitimacy, to be unusually predisposed to that risk.
I have elsewhere explored the impact of this failure of collective commitment in the history of the Gagudju Association of Kakadu National Park (Levitus 2005) . Its replacement as the royalty-receiving association for the Ranger Uranium Mine by the Gundjehmi Aboriginal Corporation elevated narrowly conceived traditional rights over the mine site at the expense of a more expansive, though incoherently realised (Levitus 1991), concept of affected peoples. Similarly, the Rio Tinto officer mentioned above has remarked that one of the dangers for the company's policy of promoting regional Indigenous development in its areas of operation is the tendency in some circumstances for every clan and family to demand that the company pays for a lawyer to negotiate their own separate deal (B. Harvey pers. comm.).
In summary, then, the distinctive potential for sustainable and self-determined Aboriginal development offered by remote-area mining projects arises from their capacity to bring a large and relatively untied revenue flow to bear within a limited geographical range, through the agency of a locally constituted organisational structure. That potential, then, flows from the standing of such organisations with respect to the first two structural conditions discussed in this chapter. Perhaps that will not be enough. The record of the Gagudju Association suggests as much, for surely a local operational focus and active constituency and a large untied revenue flow were two of its strengths. Von Sturmer is one observer who requires more. The structural conditions that he listed for the success of west Arnhem royalty-receiving associations were akin to the third and fourth discussed here:
Success will hinge on their capacity to incorporate and to reflect all the features of Aboriginal social structure and organisation; to deflect fissive pressures; and to incorporate all other organisations operating within their sphere of influence within a single hierarchically-ordered structure; . . . If they are to work, the associations must constitute literally a system of local government and be able to ensure social equity. They must be able to make rules, and to enforce them (von Sturmer 1982: 99-100-his emphases).
Clearly only some aspects of these specifications are controllable though negotiation and agreement with the miners. They evoke again the image of the complete carapace, and imply at least a political unity, if not Rowley's organic identity, between organisation and domain. Organisations established on this vision, even remote ones, will always be heir to the challenges of alternative external connections and internal differentiation.
The assimilation of resources
After acknowledging the structural limitations discussed so far, we need also to recognise the strategic centrality of Aboriginal organisations. This discussion has used two characterisations: each organisation occupies a point of articulation, that is, a bridge for the movement of resources across that intersection of policy and culture, and each is a carapace, marking out a functional framework beneath which a more-or-less coherent Aboriginal domain of action and values can be created, enhanced or preserved. As Rowley recognised in the beginning, that duality offers the potential, even within a context of dependency, to exercise some Aboriginal influence over processes of change.
One important function that local Aboriginal organisations can have is to deflect and manage the impact of external subsidies upon Indigenous recipients. It is a function that has been most obviously and commonly exercised by CDEP schemes, that intervenes in the previously direct flow of money from social security providers into consumption expenditure by the clients, consolidate those multiple individuated flows into a resource and channel it through projects for community benefit. Northern Territory royalty associations illustrate other features of this intervening role. Royalty associations receive shares of the payments made from resource development projects under the ALRA. During the extended debate over reform of this legislation following the Reeves Report, the question arose as to whether there was any need to prescribe Aboriginal structures of decision-making below the level of a regional land council, that is, whether local royalty associations had any role to play. The view held by Reeves (1998: 207, 596 ) and others, that local traditional processes could be allowed free play, was in my view misconceived (Levitus 1999: 126-7) . This issue goes to understanding the character of local organisations as, in the terms used above, a formal transactional boundary and a conduit for the transfer of resources, between the non-Aboriginal world and the organisations' memberships.
There are two important respects in which the allocatory tasks of local associations are different from those managed in pre-colonial times within traditional Aboriginal society. Firstly, the bundles of rights and benefits at stake are of enormous quantity by comparison with anything that passed through hunter-gatherer processes of production and distribution. The material values represented in a government instrumentality's one-line budget item, or in a single payment of mining royalty equivalents, is vast and unprecedented by comparison with the volume of desirables handled by traditional allocatory systems. Secondly, and perhaps more importantly, these benefits and entitlements do not physically originate from within the Indigenous domain, and so are not already enmeshed in those relationships of reciprocity and obligation that attach to locally produced items. Rather, they have an external source and are arbitrary both as to their timing and point of entry into the Indigenous system. They are unsocialised goods. So a program is approved and a delivery arrives-a housing project, a convoy of Toyotas, an office equipped with modern communication equipment-and local processes have to absorb it.
Because these items are so substantial, and management of them within the Indigenous domain is not already conditioned by relationships embedded within the circumstances of their production, it is necessary to design mediating structures and processes that function not to replace, but to assimilate them into, locally self-determined distributory mechanisms. That should be the function of royalty associations and like organisations. This connects with some of the concerns discussed above and with many of the considerations raised in discussions of governance and internal accountability (Dodson and Smith 2003; Hunt and Smith 2006b) . It is complementary to the point made above, about the conversion of external subsidy into internal operational autonomy. That earlier point was about freeing resources from bureaucratic prescription and making them available to Aboriginal priorities. The present point is about subjecting those resources to a structured and considered passage into local Indigenous domains. Both matters need to be understood as preconditions to the implementation of Aboriginal development plans.
Conclusion
Aboriginal organisations were seen as an instrument through which a self-determined Aboriginal developmental trajectory could be formulated and pursued. They were an institutional home for what remained of policy's aspirations for Aboriginal development after that concept was surrendered into the discourse of self-determination in the 1970s. Their capacity to satisfy such aspirations can, from the outside, be seen to have depended on a number of structural conditions, operating both above, with respect to the supervening non-Aboriginal domain, and beneath, with respect to their own capacity as carapace. Those structural conditions, bearing upon the status of the organisation as a transactional boundary, continue to be a focus of policy innovation and discord. Most recently, the trend of policy has been to sidestep or overrule that boundary and project its managerial agency directly into local Aboriginal domains.
I have suggested here that Aboriginal organisations funded principally from mining projects are now relatively well placed to preserve internal operational autonomy. It is clear, despite the changing relationship between the mining industry and Indigenous people in Australia, that establishing and resourcing such organisations is not a widely acknowledged channel for transferring benefits to Aboriginal peoples affected by mining. The Australian Government's 'Working in Partnership' program for developing cooperative relationships between the mining industry and Indigenous communities heavily emphasises training, employment and business development. A ready possible explanation for this flows directly from my previous point. Government is more interested in promoting the mainstreaming linkages of employment and ancillary business between projects and local communities than in resourcing self-determination. Alternatively it may simply reflect a reasonable up-front emphasis on the immediate opportunities for project participation, relegating post-project sustainability to downstream planning.
There also seems to be limited industry recognition. Few of the companies subscribing to the Working in Partnership program provide revenue streams to local organisations under majority Indigenous direction. Indeed, of those mine sites surveyed by the Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resource Economics that were located in the vicinity of a discrete Indigenous community, half had no agreements of any kind with local Indigenous people at the mining stage of their operations (Tedesco, Fainstein and Hogan 2003: 24) . In another survey published in 2001, a highly disproportionate number of agreements between mining companies and Indigenous communities were attributable to only two companies, Rio Tinto and Normandy (ISS/ACIL 2001: 15). However, 'payments or other compensation mechanisms' was the most common kind of provision included in the 140 agreements surveyed, covering 'lump sum payments, soft loans, royalty equivalents, and equity in companies, rents and lease payments' (ISS/ACIL 2001: 17) . Not all of these will produce a revenue stream for a locally-controlled Aboriginal organisation, but this figure provides an indication of a potential to be explored. These survey data suggest that few players are including the resourcing of Aboriginal organisations and post-mining development within their range of expectations from the advent of mining, but those players are important ones.
In the long-run history of any remote Aboriginal town facing deteriorating demographic trends (Taylor Chapter 3), the duration of even a major mining project is only a window (Render 2005: 35) . Moreover, there will always be many people of working age in such areas who will never achieve the required state of work-readiness, or who have no wish to work in a mine, or who are numerically beyond the capacity of the mining industry to absorb them. In the relationship between mining companies and local Aboriginal populations, the resources and capacities of Aboriginal organisations will be an important determinant of the long-term developmental legacy a mining project will leave behind. The initiatives of such organisations will be a critical mediator between the windfall revenues from mining, and what those revenues are able to create and sustain for the Aborigines in that area. While the remote-area mining industry in Australia is currently undergoing unprecedented expansion, and there will always be major new projects eventuating here and there, for any given Aboriginal community the particular project occurring in their vicinity may be the only opportunity in much more than a generation to acquire the capital base for at least a partially self-resourced future. As O'Faircheallaigh remarks, 'a community will tend to have just one chance to extract revenue; if it fails in relation to this specific project, it fails in total ' (1996: 198) .
We leave the discussion, then, at the point where it begins to broach another issue, that is, the kind of development that Indigenous peoples may wish to foster. In the international discourse around the relationship between miners and indigenes, some have begun distinguishing between economic development and what is variously called culturally appropriate, community-led, or human, development, thinking less about 'how to fit Indigenous peoples into a commercial mining operation, and looking instead at how a commercial mining operation can fit into Indigenous life' (Render 2005: 35-8) . This not only raises new questions of definition and evaluation, but places responsibility on Aborigines themselves to determine what development should be, and how to bring it about. In this context, the matters discussed in this chapter are structural preconditions, important because they affect the ability of Indigenous interests to equip themselves with the institutional instruments necessary for development with or without mining. They are about using the resource transfer instigated by mining to create a space in which they may consider their own options for development. The work of development itself has still to follow.
